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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

1 . The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and process of 
making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any person skilled in the 
art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make and use the same and shall 
set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out his invention. 

2. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to 
comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter, 
which was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to 
one skilled in the relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, 
had possession of the claimed invention. 

The specification states on lines 4-5 of page 1 1 "The input information specifies 
the control file 172, which identifies the input model 170 to be characterized." However, 
it does not explain what constitutes the input model. Then, lines 24-25 on state "Control 
then continues to block 240 where the controller 176 compares the behavioral models 
174 to the input model 170 via simulation." A behavioral model normally mimics external 
logical and timing behavior. In order to understand the comparison between the input 
model 170 and the behavioral model 174, it is necessary to explain the elements of the 
input model. 

Appropriate correction and clarification are required. 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter, which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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4. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

Claim 1 

The first step is ""characterizing an I/O model". This would appear to entail 
measuring or determining the characteristics of an I/O model. The next step is "creating 
a set of behavioral models based on the characterizing". If the behavioral models are 
based upon characterization of the initial model from the first step, then there should be 
no difference between the I/O model and the set of behavioral models. Then the last 
step of "comparing the set of behavioral models to the I/O model" would yield no 
difference, making the step unnecessary. 

Claim 6 

The second means is for "characterizing an I/O model". This would appear to 
entail measuring or determining the characteristics of an I/O model. The next means is 
for "creating a set of behavioral models based on the characterizing". If the behavioral 
models are based upon characterization of the initial model from the first step, then 
there should be no difference between the I/O model and the set of behavioral models. 
Then the last means for "comparing the set of behavioral models to the I/O model" 
would yield no difference, making the means unnecessary. 
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Claim 11 

The second step is ""characterizing an I/O model". This would appear to entail 
measuring or determining the characteristics of an I/O model. The next step is "creating 
a set of behavioral models based on the characterizing". If the behavioral models are 
based upon characterization of the initial model from the first step, then there should be 
no difference between the I/O model and the set of behavioral models. Then the last 
step of "comparing the set of behavioral models to the I/O model" would yield no 
difference, making the step unnecessary. 

Claim 16 

Line 7 recites, ""characterizing an I/O model". This would appear to entail 
measuring or determining the characteristics of an I/O model. Line 8 recites, "creating a 
set of behavioral models based on the characterizing". If the behavioral models are 
based upon characterization of the initial model from the first step, then there should be 
no difference between the I/O model and the set of behavioral models. Then lines 9-10, 
which recite, "comparing the set of behavioral models to the I/O model" would yield no 
difference, making the comparison unnecessary. 

Appropriate correction and clarification are necessary. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

5. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
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A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Moriyasu (5349539). 

Considering those claim limitations, which were understood in light of the 35 
USC 112 rejections, provided in paragraphs 1-4, makes this rejection. 

Referring to figure 1, Moriyasu discloses a behavior p[parameter extractor 106, 
which characterizes an I/O model. This parameter extractor 106 provides an input to 
behavioral simulator 107 to create behavioral models. The comparison of the behavioral 
simulator is compared to the behavior of the I/O characteristics of the device. 

7. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Kelsey 
(5452227). 

Considering those claim limitations, which were understood in light of the 35 
USC 112 rejections, provided in paragraphs 1-4, makes this rejection. 

In (C9, L10-27), Kelsey discloses a method whereby a hierarchical behavioral 
model is created using a programmable device specification. It is inherent that the 
programmable device specification is obtained by characterizing a device model. In 
lines 25-27, Kelsey compares the behavioral model to the device model. Kelsey 
explains in (C3, L45-65) that the device models include the input/ output model. 

8. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Rostoker (5933356). 
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Considering those claim limitations, which were understood in light of the 35 
USC 112 rejections, provided in paragraphs 1-4, makes this rejection. 

In (C12, L55-62), Rostoker discloses creation of a gate level model 202 and 
then characterizing an I/O model (C13. L1-8). Then in (C13, L40-47), Rostoker 
compares the behavioral model to the I/O model. This process is explained in (C9, L51- 
55), where Rostoker states "Next in a 'physical simulation' step, the gate-level design 
description is simulated, comparing the results with those from the initial behavioral 
simulation. This provides a check that the circuit implementation behaves as intended 
and that the timing goals are achieved." 

9. Claims 1-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Jain 
(6044211). 

Considering those claim limitations, which were understood in light of the 35 
USC 112 rejections, provided in paragraphs 1-4, makes this rejection. 

Referring to figure 14, in (C20, L34-52), Jain discloses verification of a 
behavioral model by comparing simulator output 142 with an expected output 143 at an 
output node of the physical device. The behavioral characterization is obtained by 
applying input sequence 140 to an array of data values from user defined behavioral 
netlist 138. 



Application/Control Number: 10/732,952 



Art Unit: 2125 



Page 7 



Relevant Prior Art 



10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Burroughs (5404496) discloses a computer-based system, which utilizes a 
synchronizer to analyze the differences between a behavioral model and an 
architectural model in computer architecture. 

Glasser (6697980) discloses a method of fault testing a die using a set of 
logical gates, where a tester drive input vectors on the input die pads, and the vectors 
on the output pads are compared with a behavioral model, RTL model, gate level 
model, or transistor circuit level model. 



1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communication from the 
examiner should be direct to Albert W. Paladini whose telephone number is (571 ) 272- 
3748. The examiner can normally be reached from 7:00 to 3:00 PM on Monday, 
Tuesday, Thursday, and Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Mr. Leo P. Picard, can be reached on (571) 272-3749. The official fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 
872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 308- 



0956. 




Albert W. Pafadini 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 2125 



July 31, 2006 



